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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

During the past decade, the back-to-basics movement in
education and its foreign language (L2) corollary, the
proficiency movement, have stimulated an increased emphasis
on testing. The National Assessment of Educational
Progress (Alexander & James, 1987), the National Teacher
Examination, and the Governors’ Task Force on Teaching
(National Governors' Association, 1986) all point to the
use of tests to measure the achievement of the nation’s
educational system and to improve its performance. 1In the
L2 realm, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages echoes the call for increased assessment through
the use of the Proficiency Guidelines. According to
Liskin-Gasparro (1984), the Guidelines promise to serve as
the force behind "proficiency-based curricula, materials,
evaluation instruments, and articulation plans" (p. 13).

Because of this focus on assessment, tests must be
constructed with an eye toward increased validity. 1In the
L2 arena, research is needed that will investigate L2
reading test validity and lead to its enhancement.

1




In recent years, increased discussion has ensued
regarding the validity of L2 reading tests. One facet of
the assessment debate centers on the decrease in construct
validity that results when readers are required to write
their responses on L2 reading assessment measures in their
L2s. Rather than representing a true measure of reading
comprehension, the resulting scores reflect a combination
of L2 reading skill and L2 writing ability. Hock and Poh
(1979), Lee (1986), and Shohamy (1984) document that native
language (L1) responses yield a clearer picture of what has
been comprehended.

The potential problem inherent in requiring L1
responses, however, constitutes a variation on the L2
reading-L2 writing assessment dilemma. Do the scores on L2
reading comprehension measures requiring L1 responses
depict a composite of L2 reading ability and L1 writing
skill? Research is needed that will determine the
contribution of L1 writing ability to the scores on L2
reading comprehension tests.

A number of studies have demonstrated that reading
assessment measures requiring target language responses
reveal less evidence of comprehension than do those that
call for responses in the native language (Hock & Poh,
1979; Lee, 1986; Shohamy, 1984). According to Weber

(1991), when L2 readers are asked to respond "in their




weaker second language, they may be limited in their
ability to demonstrate their level of understanding" (p.
109). The practice of requiring readers to write their
responses in the L2 results in a confounding of the
productive skill of L2 writing and the receptive skill of
L2 reading. The resulting test scores render a combination
of L2~reading comprehension and L2 writing ability.

Although L2 reading assessment measures requiring
responses written in the native language yield scores that
more accurately represent what has been comprehended from
L2 text (Bernhardt, 1991; Hock & Poh, 1979; Lee, 1986;
Shohamy, 1984; Weber, 1991), the reception-production
dilemma may still influence test scores. The fusion of L2
reading comprehension and L1 writing ability could result
in such scores representing a blend of both factors.

Statement of the Problem

Validity, which refers to the degree to which a test
"measures the ability or knowledge that it is purported to
measure" (Henning, 1987, p. 196), is "the most important
feature of a test" (Bernhardt, 1991, p. 192). 1In order for
a reading comprehension test to be valid, it must
accurately and appropriately tap the construct, or
unobservable trait, known as reading comprehension.

According to Messick (1988), "although construct-related




4
evidence may not be the whole of validity, there can be no
validity without it" (p. 35).

Although research documents that L2 reading assessment
measures calling for written L2 responses lack construct
validity (Hock & Poh, 1979; Lee, 1986; Shohamy, 1984),
requiring readers to respond in their Lls may not
completely alleviate the problem. Indeed, do L1 literacy
abilities, such as writing capacity, contribute to the
scores on L2 reading assessment measures? If so, what
proportion of each score is attributable to L1 literacy
variables, such as reading capability and writing skill?
Furthermore, what proportion is attributable to L2 literacy
components such as vocabulary knowledge and grammatical
ability? In order to better understand what is actually
represented by the scores on L2 reading assessment
measures, research is needed that will investigate the
unique contributions of selected L1 and L2 literacy
variables to L2 reading comprehension scores.

A stronger grasp of what constitutes the scores on
reading assessment measures will lead researchers to
insights into the reading comprehension process, and will
better equip instructors, administrators, and curriculum
developers to generate sound pedagogical decisions.
Expansion of the research knowledge base will point to

enhanced instructional practices, to improvements in
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curriculum development and, hence, to increased learning.
Furthermore, a more sophisticated understanding of what L2
reading test scores reveal will lead to more accurate
diagnoses of and solutions to learning difficulties, and to
the more appropriate placement of students into course
levels. As insight into these issues develops, researchers
and instructors will be able to more accurately id%erpret
the scores on L2 reading comprehension measures, and to
formulate more expedient decisions based on their
interpretations.
Purpose of the Study

The research questions addressed by the present study
are as follows:

1. What is the unique contribution to L2 reading
comprehension of each of the following:

a. L1 reading comprehension as measured by the
score on the comprehension portion of the Nelson-Denny
Reading Test, Form E (Brown, Bennett, & Hanna, 1981), and
then by the mean score on three recall protocols.

b. Ll writing ability as measured by the combined
holistic scores on three writing samples.

c. Passage-specific L2 vocabulary knowledge as
measured by the score on a supply-definition test.

d. L2 grammatical skill as measured by the score

on the grammar section of the United States Air Force




Academy’'s (USAFA'’s) French Placement Validation Test
(PLAVAL).

2. Does the unique contribution of each independent
variable differ by level of L2 study?

Definition of Terms

Calibration Session: A "training session during which
raters read and rate sample essays that correspond to the
levels of the scale to be used for holistic scoring"
(Tedick, 1988, p. 27).

L2 Grammatical Knowledge: The subjects’ ability to
recognize and use French grammatical forms as determined by
the scores on the grammar section of USAFA'’s French PLAVAL.

Holistic Scoring: A rapid method of writing assessment in

which raters assign a score based upon their overall
impression of the text.

Passage-Specific L2 Vocabulary Knowledge: The proportion

of vocabulary words from the French recall passages,
appearing on a supply-definition test, for which the
subjects were able to write either a definition (in
English) or an English equivalent.

Pausal Unit: The words surrounded by locations in a text
that are "acceptable for pausing to catch a breath, give
emphasis to a story, or to enhance meaning" (Johnson, 1970,

p. 13).




Placement Validation Test (PLAVAL): A test of foreign

language ability administered to most freshman cadets
entering USAFA. The scores are used to determine student
placement into course levels. Cadets scoring high enough
on the PLAVAL are exempted (validated) from USAFA’'’s foreign
language requirement (Westfall, 1988).

Reading Comprehension: The score generated by the combined

values of the weighted pausal units recalled after reading
a passage, scored according to Johnson'’s propositional
analysis system (Johnson, 1970), or the score attained on
the comprehension portion of the NDRT, Form E (Brown et
al., 1981).

Recall Protocol: A comprehension measure for which
subjects write in their native language all that they can
remember about a given text/passage.

Text/Passage: A reading of approximately 250 words.
Writing Ability: The quality of the recall protocols that
the subjects wrote, in English, after reading three
passages written in English. The overall quality was
determined by combining the holistic scores of the three
protocols. The holistic scores were arrived at using the
Test of Written English Scoring Guide (Educational Testing

Service, 1990).




Theoretical Considerations
Test Theory
Test validity is the focus of the present study
because this study sheds light on the assessment dilemma
centering on what L2 reading comprehension test scores
actually represent. "Validity is the most important

consideration in test evaluation,"

according to a joint
commission of the American Psychological Association, the
American Educational Research Association, and the National
Council of Mathematics Educators (in Bernhardt, 1991, p.
192). Messick (1988) attests to the crucial nature of
validity to the testing process in what he refers to as a
"unified view" of wvalidity (p. 33):

Validity is an overall evaluative judgment, founded

on empirical evidence and theoretical rationales,

of the adequacy and appropriateness of inferences

and actions based on test scores. As such,

validity is an inductive summary of both the

adequacy of empirical evidence for and the

appropriateness of test interpretation and use (pp.

33-34).

According to Messick (1988), the unifying force of the
"unified view of validity" (p. 35) is "empirically grounded
construct interpretation"” (p. 35). Thus, because construct
validity serves as the cornerstone of test validity, it is
impossible for test validity to exist without

"construct-related evidence" (Messick, 1988, p. 35). 1In

other words, in order to serve as a successful measurement
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device, a test must accurately and appropriately measure
the construct that it purports to measure. In order for a
test to provide construct validity, it must "match as
closely as possible what is known about a process at any
point in time" (Bernhardt, 1991, p. 192).

An instrument that claims to measure the construct of
L2 reading comprehension, therefore, must tap it in a
manner that accurately reflects current theory- and
research-based knowledge of the L2 reading comprehension
process. Messick (1988) continues, "The more
systematically and empirically grounded that the consiruct
understanding of the criterion domain is, the more rational
foundation is afforded for forecasting likely
relationships"” (p. 36). Thus, the accuracy of the
interpretations and the appropriateness of the decisions
that are based on the results of L2 reading comprehension
tests hinge on the degree of construct validity that these
assessment measures provide.

Although test validity is the principal focus of this
study, the importance of reliability cannot be ignored. A
test is reliable if it measures the construct(s) under
investigation in an accurate, consistent, and dependable
manner (Henning, 1987). According to Green (1981),
"Validity is the ultimate index of utility, but validity is

impossible without reliability" (p. 1004). Thus, ideally,
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the more reliable the test, the more valid its results and
the more fruitful the interpretations based on those
results.

The present study has investigated whether or not the
practice of requiring written L]l responses on L2 reading
comprehension tests results in decreased construct
validity. In other words, does L1 writing ability
interfere with the successful measurement of L2 reading
skill by contributing to the scores on L2 reading
comprehension tests?

If so, L1 writing ability, along with other literacy
variables such as L1 reading skill, L2 vocabulary
knowledge, and L2 grammatical ability, could act as
confounding variables prohibiting both valid
interpretations of L2 reading scores and productive
decisions based on them. Investigation of the unique
contributions of such factors will aid in clarifying the
extent to which they affect the scores on L2 reading
comprehension measures.

Literacy Transfer

Cummins’s (1981) Interdependence Hypothesis, which
asserts that literacy skills are able to transfer between
languages, buttresses the proposition that L1 writing
ability constitutes a portion of the scores on L2 reading

assessment measures. The results of numerous studies on
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students in bilingual programs pointed Cummins (1981) to
the idea that a common underlying language proficiency aids
in the development of a bilingual’s literacy skills in both
the L1 and the L2. The Interdependence Hypothesis
maintains that experience with either language promotes
development of the capacities underlying both languages:

To the extent that instruction in Lx [i.e.,

Language x] is effective in promoting proficiency

in Lx, transfer of this proficiency to Ly will

occur provided there is adequate exposure to Ly

(either in school or environment) and adequate

motivation to learn Ly. (p. 29)

In other words, the literacy abilities that iearners
develop in one language are able to transfer to other
languages and vice versa.

Research on language transfer supports Cummins'’s
{1981) Interdependence Hypothesis and upholds his assertion
that a common underlying proficiency aids in language
learning. Carson, Carrell, Silberstein, Kroll, and Keuhn
(1990), for example, discovered a positive correlation
between the L1 and L2 reading comprehension scores of adult
Chinese and Japanese English as a second language (ESL)
learners. According to Carson et al. (1990), these data

point to a transfer of reading skills from the L1 to the

L2,
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In an investigation of the transfer of writing
ability, Canale, Frenette, and Bélanger (1988) examined the
writing skills of 9th and 10th graders enrolled in L1
French and L2 English courses in Ontario. Again, the data
indicate a positive correlation between L1 and L2 writing
scores. According to Canale et al. (1988), these results
uncover a common underlying proficiency in writing skills
across languages.

Literacy transfer has not been found to occur in all
cases, however, supporting Cummins’s (1981) assertion that
transfer capability is possible only after learners attain
a threshold level of L2 proficiency. Clarke (1980), for
example, contends that exposure to difficult tasks can
result in a "short circuit" in L2 reading comprehension
skills, causing proficient readers to rely on the
strategies that less proficient readers normally use.
Similarly, Cziko (1978) argues for the existence of a
developmental order in the ability of the L2 reader to use
syntactic, semantic, and discourse constraints. Thus, some
threshold level of L2 language proficiency appears to be
necessary for skilled L1 readers to maintain their
proficiency while reading in the L2,

Both theoretical knowledge and research evidence
support the idea of literacy skills transfer. Thus, it is

expected that L1 literacy abilities, such as writing
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skills, contribute to the scores on L2 reading assessment
measures requiring written L1 responses. Furthermore,
because a developmental threshold appears to affect the
degree to which literacy abilities are able to transfer,
the contribution of Ll writing skill to L2 reading
comprehension test scores should differ by course level.
Research is needed that will examine the extent of this
contribution and demonstrate whether or not it changes by
level of L2 study.

Reading-Writing Relationship

The notion of a reading-writing relationship has long
pPiqued the interest of scholars, theorists, and
researchers. The Sophists of Ancient Greece were the first
to consider the existence of a relationship between reading
ability and writing skill. Theoretical knowledge regarding
the reading-writing relationship is relevant to the present
study because if literacy abilities transfer between
languages, and if reading skill and writing capacity
transfer to each other, then L1 writing ability is expected
to contribute to the scores on L2 reading assessment
measures.

Currently, three schools of thought exist regarding
the nature of the reading-writing relationship. The first
argues that through the printed page, readers will absorb

the "style, usage, and background knowledge" (Bélanger,
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1987, p. 10) necessary to become proficient writers. The
second asserts that writing development is "a sufficient,
though not a necessary, precursor to the successful
acquisition of reading ability" (Shanahan & Lomax, 1988, p.
201). The third contends that reading and writing are
complementary facets of the same general language ability
and, thus, are affected by the same influences. The
specific nature of the reading-writing relationship,
however, remains largely undiscovered (Bélanger, 1987).

Through the years, reading and writing have been
perceived as opposite ends of a language continuum
stretching from the receptive extreme (reading) to the
productive extreme (writing). As a result, researchers and
theorists have tended to treat the two abilities as
separate, albeit related skills. Correlational techniques
have frequently been used to determine the extent to which
skilled readers are proficient writers, to learn whether or
not training in one skill leads to improved performance in
the other, and to explore the notion that increased
experience with one skill leads to improved performance in
the other (Bélanger, 1987; Stotsky, 1983).

The correlational studies of the past three decades
have attempted to gauge the relationship between
product-based measures of reading and writing in order to

explore the hypothesis that the same cognitive processes
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account for proficiency in both areas. This vein of
research, mainly involving children, has consistently
revealed a positive correlation between reading and writing
skills, pointing to the existence of common underlying
processes (Carson et al., 1990; Juel, Griffith, & Gough,
1986; Langer, 1984; Schewe & Froese, 1986). The evidence
that these studies have provided has supported and
contributed to the development of a theoretical framework
(Bé&langer, 1987; Tierney & Shanahan, 1991).

Theorists such as Wittrock (1983) and Squire (1983)
view reading skill and writing ability as employing the
same cognitive processes. According to Wittrock (1983),
both reading and writing involve "generative cognitive
processes"” (p. 600) that allow the learner to construct
meaning by relating the text to personal experience.
Readers generate meaning by relating the text to prior
knowledge while writers induce meaning by relating prior
knowledge to the text. The same cognitive processes appear
to be used in both reading and writing (Wittrock, 1983).
Squire (1983) evinces agreement with Wittrock by stating
that composing and comprehending are "two sides of the same
basic process" (p. 581) of constructing and reconstructing

ideas.
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Tierney and Pearson (1983) further develop Wittrock’s
(1983) and Squire’s (1983) notion of shared cognitive
processes in reading and writing through their composing
model of reading. According to this model, both reading
and writing are essentially composing processes that
include five principal characteristics: planning,
drafting, aligning, revising, and monitoring. In the
pPlanning stage, goals are set and knowledge is mobilized.
The drafting phase refers to the "refinement of meaning
which occurs when readers and writers deal directly with
the print on the page" (Tierney & Pearson, 1983, p. 571).
At the alignment level, readers and writers adopt a stance.
When refining, they examine their developing views.
Finally, during the monitoring phase, readers and writers
step back "from the texts they have created to evaluate
what they have developed"” (Tierney & Pearson, 1983, p.
577). Thus, the model illustrates the idea that the same
general cognitive processes are used in both reading and
writing (Tierney & Pearson, 1983).

Shanahan and Lomax (1986, 1988) investigated the
pedagogical value of three models of the reading-writing
relationship: (a) reading affects writing, (b) writing
affects reading, and (c) the Interactive Model, which
asserts that reading and writing influence each other. The

data indicate that the Interactive Model affords the best
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description of the reading-writing relationship (Shanahan &
Lomax, 1986, 1988). 1In other words, the results lend
further credence to the notion that the same general
cognitive processes are employed in both reading and
writing.

In summary, both theoretical and empirical evidence
point to the existence of a relationship between reading
skill and writing ability. Evidence of a reading-writing
relationship, coupled with that of the transfer of skills
between languages, lead to the hypothesis that L1 writing
ability contributes to the scores on L2 reading
comprehension measures. Research is needed that will
investigate the magnitude of this contribution, and examine
whether or not it changes by L2 course level.

The 1.2 Reading Comprehension Process

Bernhardt's (1986) Constructivist Reading Model
contributes a valuable theoretical foundation to this study
because it takes into account the roles in the L2 reading
comprehension process of two of the literacy variables that
were explored: L2 vocabulary knowledge and L2 grammatical
ability. This six-part model, generated from German,
French, and Spanish recall protocol data, integrates both
text-based and extratext-based components. The text-based
elements include phonemic/graphemic features, syntactic

feature recognition (grammatical ability), and word




18
recognition (vocabulary knowledge), while the
extratext-based features comprise intratextual perceptions,
prior knowledge, and metacognition. Because the model is
non-linear, the six elements are free to interact and to
meld together in varying combinations in order to forge the
construct of L2 reading comprehension (Bernhardt, 1986).

This model is particularly relevant to the present
study because although it attests to the importance of word
recognition (vocabulary knowledge) and syntactic feature
recognition (grammatical ability), the unique contributions
of those elements to the L2 reading comprehension process
remain unspecified. Such flexibility is crucial because
the contributions may differ by language, by orthography,
by course level, or by a host of other variables. The
components may influence one another in diverse ways and to
different degrees depending on the situation (Everson,
1986). The present study has aided in the testing of this
model because it has explored the extent to which two of
its elements--word recognition and syntactic feature
recognition--contribute to the L2 reading comprehension
scores of adult native English speakers. Additionally,
this study has examined whether or not the magnitudes of

the contributions differ by course level.
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Assumptions

The present study was based on the following
assumptions:

1. The subjects would perform all tasks to the best
of their ability.

2. The subjects’ placement into beginning,
intermediate, or advanced courses accurately reflected
their language ability levels.

3. The recall protocol scores would accurately
reflect reading comprehension.

4., The NDRT comprehension scores would accurately
depict reading comprehension.

5. The holistic writing scores would accurately
represent writing ability.

6. The results of the passage-specific vocabulary
test would accurately indicate the subjects’ passage-
specific vocabulary knowledge.

7. The scores on the grammar portion of the PLAVAL
would accurately reflect the subjects’ knowledge of French
grammar.

1. Because hierarchical regression was used, replication
is necessary in which the data will be entered into the

statistical model in different orders.
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2. Replication using native speakers of languages other
than English and learners of languages other than French is
advisable.
3. Because the English and French reading passages are all
historical in nature, replication using other text genres
is recommended.
4. Because the topics of the English and French reading
texts all pertain to French history, replication using

alternate topics is desirable.




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

In order to examine the validity of second language
(L2) reading comprehension measures, this study sought to
establish the unique contribution of each of the
following literacy variables to L2 reading test scores:
(a) native language (L1) reading comprehension, (b) L1
writing ability, (c) L2 vocabulary knowledge, and (d) L2
grammatical skill. Of particular relevance to the
present study are those experiments relating to the
following areas: (a) the effect of the language of
response on L2 reading comprehension test scores, (b) the
transfer of literacy skills between languages, (c) the
reading-writing relationship, and (d) the effect of
vocabulary knowledge and grammatical skill on reading
comprehension. Although L2 research is emphasized in
this review, selected L1 studies will be considered
because they provide the theoretical and empirical
framework upon which many of the L2 studies have been

based.

21
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Language of Response on L2 Reading Assessment Measures

The language of response on L2 reading assessment
measures is of central importance to the present study
because of its focus on the construct validity issues
that ensue when reading test scores reflect a combination
of writing ability and reading comprehension. Hock and
Poh (1979), Shohamy (1984), ard Lee (1986) argue that the
use of the L1 as the language of response affords a
clearer picture of what has been comprehended than does
the use of the L2. L1 responses, though yielding more
information about what has been understood than L2
responses, may not completely rectify the construct
validity problem.

In a study of 39 Malaysian adults enrolled in an
English as a foreign language (EFL) program, Hock and Poh
(1979) administered two multiple choice reading
comprehension tests written in English, and one in Malay.
Subjects scored higher on the test written in their
native language. According to Hock and Poh (1979),
multiple choice test items written in the L1 "seem to
measure more accurately the understanding of the
students" (p. 87).

Shohamy (1984) administered Hebrew and English
versions of multiple choice and open-ended reading

comprehension tests to 2,000 adult native Hebrew speakers
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enrolled in an EFL program. The subjects, particularly
those at the beginning level, scored higher on the test
versions that were written in the L1 and that required
written L1 responses. Shohamy’s (1984) explanation for
the difference in scores is that the use of the L2 causes
"an unnecessary source of difficulty associated with the
unknown vocabulary in the questions and distractors" (p.
157).

Lee's (1986) replication of Carrell's (1983) study
also illustrates that the language of response influences
the results of L2 reading comprehension measures.

Carrell (1983) required a group of English as a second
language (ESL) learners to read an English text and then
to write their recall protocols in English. 1In contrast,
Lee (1986) allowed the subjects to respond in their Lls,
which resulted in different patterns of recall.

Acc.rding to Lee (1986), "Assessing comprehension with
the native language allows learners to more fully
demonstrate their comprehension" (p. 353).

In summary, empirical evidence documents that
readers are able to express more fully what they have
comprehended from L2 texts when they are allowed to
respond in their native languages. Research in this area
demonstrates that tests requiring readers to write their

responses in their weaker L2s lead to a distorted picture
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of what has actually been comprehended from text. This
practice decreases construct validity and diminishes the
meaningfulness of the resulting test scores because the
scores actually represent a fusion of L2 writing ability
and L2 reading comprehension. The present study has
taken this assessment dilemma one step further by
clarifying the extent to which native language writing
ability contributes to the scores on L2 reading
assessment measures, and by ascertaining the degree to
which this contribution differs by course level.

Transfer of Literacy Skills Between Languages

Previous research in the domain of literacy transfer
serves as a key building block in the foundation of the
present study. If literacy skills transfer between
languages, and if reading skill and writing ability
transfer to one another, Ll reading capacity and L1
writing ability should contribute to L2 reading
comprehension test scores.

Ll Reading to L2 Reading

Research provides ample evidence that L1 reading
skills transfer to the L2. Groebel (1980), Carson,
Carrell, Silberstein, Kroll, and Keuhn (1990), Goldman,
Reyes, and Varnhagen (1984), Reyes (1987), and Wagner,
Spratt, and Ezzaki (1989) discovered positive

correlations in their subjects’ scores on L1 and L2
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reading comprehension measures. Cziko (1978) and Clarke
(1978, 1980) maintain that reading skills can transfer,
but only after the reader has attained a certain
threshold of L2 reading ability.

In an examination of the relationship between L1 and
L2 reading skills, Groebel (1980) found a positive
correlation between the scores on standardized L1 and L2
reading tests administered to 383 native Hebrew--speaking
ESL, learners. Both the Hebrew and English assessment
measures consisted of three texts of general interest,
each followed by five multiple choice questions. Groebel
(1980) links her results to the notion of language
transfer by suggesting that it might "be helpful to spend
some time improving reading skills in the native language
in order to determine whether this could improve reading
comprehension in the target language"” (p. 59).

Like Groebel (1980), Carson et al. (1990) discovered
positive correlations between their subjects’ L1 and L2
reading comprehension test scores. Forty-eight Chinese
and 57 Japanese ESL learners completed cloze reading
passages in English and in their Lls. The researchers
assert that the results lend credence to the supposition

that reading skills can transfer.
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Goldman et al. (1984) compared the reading
comprehension scores of Spanish-English bilingual fourth
graders in both English and Spanish. Twelve subjects
produced oral recall protocols for two stories in Spanish
and two in English. The children were instructed to
recall in their language of choice. Like Groebel (1980)
and Carson et al. (1990), Goldman et al. (1984)
discovered a positive correlation between the scores on
the protocols based on L1 readings and those based on L2
readings. According to Goldman et al. (1980), the data
support the notion of a transfer of reading skills from
the L1 to the L2.

In a study of 48 Spanish-English bilingual fourth
graders, Reyes (1987) required her subjects to read two
texts in English and two in Spanish, and then to produce
oral recall protocols for each. A strong positive
correlation ensued between the proportions of information
recalled from the English and Spanish reading passages.
According to Reyes (1987), "The reading skills already
available in Spanish are easily transferred to English"
(p. 125).

Like Goldman et al. (1984) and Reyes (1987), Wagner
et 21, (1989) compared the L1 and L2 reading test scores
of children. 1In a longitudinal study, Wagner et al.

(1989) administered multiple choice Arabic (language of
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first literacy) and French reading measures to a total of
166 Moroccan children when they were in the third grade
and then when they were in the fifth grade. Positive
correlations emerged between the Arabic and French
reading scores, and increased along with grade level.
According to Wagner et al. (1989), the results "support
the hypothesis that first literacy provides an important
underlying structure on which to build second literacy
acquisition” (p. 45).

Although the results of the reading transfer studies
support Cummins’s (1981) Interdependence Hypothesis, and
point to the existence of a common underlying
proficiency, additional inquiry such as the present study
is needed in order to examine the unique contributions of
selected L1 literacy abilities to the scores on L2
reading comprehension measures. The reading assessment
instruments used by Groebel (1980), Wagner et al. (1989),
and Carson et al. (1990) may not have been completely
accurate in their measurements of L2 reading
comprehension. Groebel (1980) and Wagner et al. (1989)
used multiple choice tests, which are often passage
independent. According to Bernhardt (1991), readers are
frequently able to answer multiple choice test guestions
without reading the associated passage(s). Additionally,

because of the difficulty involved in developing multiple
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choice questions that tap knowledge at the integrative
level, discrete-point information is often tested.
Furthermore, although it is unclear whether or not
Groebel’s L1 passages were authentic, she states that the
L2 passages consisted of translations of L1 texts from
the alternate form of the L1 reading test. In order to
attain a more realistic depiction of text comprehension,
authentic texts should be used (Bernhardt, 1991).

The use of cloze tests by Carson et al. (1990) may
not have garnered scores that accurately reflect the
construct of reading comprehension. Shanahan, Kamil, and
Tobin (1982), Markham (1985), and Kamil, Smith-Burke, and
Rodriguez-Brown (1986) document that cloze testing does
not measure reading comprehension at the inter-sentential
level. Additionally, it may not have been appropriate to
cloze the Chinese or Japanese passages "because there is
no clear definition of a word as an orthographic unit in
each of these writing systems" (Carson et al., 1990, p.
252).

Goldman et al.’s (1984) and Reyes’s (1987) use of
the recall protocol procedure to assess reading
comprehension alleviates the problems associated with
passage independence, the testing of discrete-point
knowledge, and the measurement of reading skill only at

the intra-sentential level {(Bernhardt, 1991). 1In order
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to expand upon their results, however, the present study
used a test genre other than narrative.

Additionally, unlike Goldman et al. (1984), Reyes
(1987), and Wagner et al. (1989), the present study
featured adult subjects. The results of studies
examining children’s literacy abilities are somewhat
limited because children are still developing cognitively
and are in the process of becoming literate. Data
gathered from more mature subjects offer a clearer
picture of the relationship between L1 and L2 reading
ability because adults, whose cognitive development has
stabilized, are already fully literate.

Although Groebel (1980), Carson et al. (1990),
Goldman et al. (1984), Reyes (1987), and Wagner et al.
(1989) discovered positive correlations between L1 and L2
reading abilities, Cziko (1978) and Clarke (1978, 1980)
contend that this relationship is limited by language
ability level. 1In a study of 96 native English-speaking
elementary school learners of French as a second
language, Cziko (1978) found that proficient L1 readers
experience difficulties using L2 syntactic, semantic, and
discourse constraints until they reach a sufficiently

high level of L2 reading skill.
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In a case study of one proficient and one poor
native Spanish~-speaking adult ESL learners of similar L2
ability, Clarke (1978) found that proficient L1 readers
are also proficient L2 readers. According to Clarke
(1978), however, the fact that the good L1 reader
comprehended more in the L1 than in the L2 points to the
probability that a threshold of L2 proficiency is needed

before skilled L1 readers are able to maintain their

proficiency in the L2.

Similarly, in a study of 21 native Spanish-speaking
adult ESL learners, Clarke (1980) discovered that
although proficient L1 readers can transfer some skills
to the L2, exposure to difficult L2 tasks can result in
excessive reliance on the syntactic clues normally used
by less proficient readers. Clarke (1980) asserts that
as task difficulty increases, L1 reading capacity may
"short circuit,"” causing skilled readers to revert to the
comprehension strategies that less proficient readers
normally employ.

In summary, extensive research evidence reveals that
L1 reading skills transfer to the L2. According to
Carson et al. (1990), Goldman et al. (1984), Groebel
(1980), Reyes (1987), and Wagner et al. (1989), the
positive correlations between the scores on L1 and L2

reading comprehension tests indicate that reading skills
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can and do transfer. Cziko (1978) and Clarke (1978,
1980) argue that although reading skills can transfer,
the process is affected by the level of L2 reading
ability. The present study has expanded upon these
findings by accomplishing the following: (a) assessing
reading comprehension using more sophisticated assessment
measures than cloze or multiple choice tests, (b)
involving adult subjects, (c) ascertaining the
contribution of L1 literacy skills to the scores on L2
reading tests, and (d) examining whether or not those
contributions differ by course level.
Ll Writing to L2 Writing

Empirical evidence reveals that writing ability

transfers from the L1 to the L2. The writing studies
reviewed can be divided into two principal areas: (a)
product and (b) process. In the product-oriented domain,
Canale, Frenette, and Bélanger (1988) and Carson et al.
(1990) correlated the scores on their subjects’ L1 and L2
writing samples. In explorations of the writing process,
Edelsky (1982), Jones and Tetroe (1987), Lay (1982), and
Arndt (1987) investigated the similarities and
differences in the strategies and procedures that their

subjects used while writing in the L1 versus the L2.
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In an examination of L1 and L2 writing products,

Canale et al. (1988) collected writing samples from 32
French-speaking 9th and 10th graders enrolled in an ESL
program. Each subject wrote two essays in English and
two in French. After the 128 writing samples were scored
both holistically and analytically, positive correlations
emerged between the L1 and L2 essay scores. According to

Canale et al. (1988), the data point to the transfer of

writing ability between languages.

Also exploring the product domain, Carson et al.
(1990) analyzed the writing samples of 48 Chinese and 57
Japanese adult ESL learners. Each subject was required
to write one essay in English and one in his or her L1l.
Although a significant positive correlation emerged
between the scores on the L1 and L2 essays for the
Japanese subjects, the correlation for the Chinese
participants was low and insignificant. Carson et al.
(1990) conclude that although the transfer of writing
ability appears to manifest itself, the degree to which
it occurs varies by language background.

Paralleling the writing product studies (Canale et
al., 1988; Carson et al.. 1990), the writing process
studies (Arndt, 1982; Edelsky, 1982; Jones & Tetroe,
1987; Lay, 1982) also point to the transfer of literacy

skills between languages. In the process realm, Edelsky
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(1982) analyzed 477 Spanish and 49 English writing
samples of nine native Spanish-speaking first, second,
and third graders enrolled in an ESL program. After
analyzing the similarities and differences between the L1
and L2 writing samples, Edelsky asserts that the data
"support the perspective that what a young writer knows
about writing in the first language forms the basis of
new hypotheses rather than interferes with writing in
another language" (1982, p. 227). Edelsky (1982)
concludes that certain L1 writing processes transfer to
L2 writing.

Lay (1982) studied the composing processes of four
university level Chinese ESL learners in order to
determine whether or not the L1 is used in the L2
composing process. Each subject wrote one essay in
Chinese and two in English while thinking aloud.
According to Lay (1982), the subjects used many of the
strategies that native English speakers use, such as
rereading topics, reevaluating organization, and
modifying vocabulary. They also translated key words and
expressions into Chinese in order to obtain "a stronger
impression and association of ideas" {(Lay, 1982, p. 406).
The more frequently the subjects used their native

language, the better was the quality of their L2 essays.
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Like Edelsky (1982), Lay asserts that elements of the L1
writing process transfer to L2 writing.

Jones and Tetroe (1987) used think-aloud protocols
to examine the planning patterns of six adult

Spanish-speaking ESL learners. Each subject produced

four English and two Spanish writing samples, using the
think-aloud procedure. The subjects consistently applie